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REMARKS 

35 use §103 (a) Rejections: 

Claims 1, 2, 8-12, 18-22, 28-32 and 38-40 were rejected under 35 USC §103 (a) as being 
unpatentable over Wang et aL (USPN 6.953,299) in view of Kasprzak (USPN 4,686.930) and 
Froehlich et al. (USPN 3,910.848) and further in view of Moore et al. (USPN 4,908,149). 

The Examiner submits that Wang teaches methods of cleaning textiles, specifically carpets, by 
using a cleaning machine. The composition taught by Wang comprises less than 99% water 
(col. 14, lines 63-64), surfactants (col. 15, line 64 to col. 20. line 17), 0.1% to 25% C^alkanols 
such as methanol, ethanol, and propanol, 0.1% to 25% polyalkylene glycols (col. 20, lines 21- 
31), thickeners chosen from polyacrylic acid, xanthum gum. and clays (col. 21, lines 9-12). film 
forming polymers chosen ftom starch, polyvinyl alcohol, and polyacrylic acid (col. 22, lines 65- 
67; coL 23, lines 1-2), dipropylene glycol (col. 23, line 23) which the Examiner contends meets 
the claimed limitation of polyoxyalkylene material as claimed by Applicants, and 0.01% to 5% 
stain resist agents chosen from homopolymers an copolymers of methacrylic acid (col. 23, lines 
62-64; col. 24, lines 2-3), Wang further teaches the use of aerosol containers for dispensing the 
cleaning composition. Wang fails to teach the concentrations of thickeners, film forming 
polymers, and dipropylene glycol. Wang further fails to teach urea formaldehyde polymers of 
the claimed particle size and oil absorption values, the surface tension values of 40 dynes per 
centimeter, and the treatment of upholstery or fabric. 

The Examiner relies on secondary references of Kasprzak and Froehlich to teach urea 
fomiaklehyde polymer particles having a certain size and oil absorption value (Froehlich: ool. 1. 
lines 39-*1); the concentration of thickeners, film fomning polymers, and dipropylene glycol (col. 
4. line 68; col. 5, lines 1-5; col. 3, lines 55-57); and the treatment of upholstery and fabric (col. 1 . 
lines 39^1). 

The Examiner further relies on yet another secondary reference of Moore et al. to teach 
cleaning compositions comprising water containing sufficient surfectant to lower the surface 
tension to below 40 dynes per centimeter (col. 2, lines 64-68), Cm aliphatic alcohols (col. 6. 
lines 38-40), and urea formaldehyde particle size (col. 8, lines 14-32). 
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Thus, the Examiner contends that it wouW have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to apply the compositions taught by Wang to treat upholstery and fabric because Kasprzalc 
teaches the treatment of upholstery and fabric with similar compositions. It would also have 
been obvious to one of onjinary sl^ill In the art to optimize the concentrations of polyacryllc acid 
or starch and drpropylene glycol in the compositions taught by Wang to the percentages taught 
by Kasprzak because Kasprzak teaches that these percentages are efPective in removing soils 
from carpets. Furthermore, the Examiner contends that it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art to optimize the surface tension of water with surfactant in the 
oomposftlons taught by Wang to the values taught by Moore because Moore teaches that these 
values result in improved cleaning properties. 

Applicants have cancelled claims 1 1 - 40. Applicants have amended each of the two remaining 
independent claims to replace "consisting essentially of with "consisting of in association with 
the components of the cleaning composition. Applicants have added new claims 47 and 48 
which are supported by the specification, for example, on page 11 (lines 5-14) and in the 
Examples. 

To establish prima facie obviousness of a claimed invention, all the daim limitations must be 
taught or suggested by the prior art (MPEP § 2143 03). Applicants respectfully submit that the 
combination of references fail to teach a method for cleaning a textile substrate and a system 
for cleaning a textile substate as presently claimed. 

It has already been established that Wang et al. fail to teach absorbent particles in their cleaning 
composition. While Kasprzak and Froehlich teach the use of some absortjent particles, 
Kasprzak also requires tfie use of a siloxane compound in its cleaning composition (see 
discussion presented by Applicants in specification on page 7, lines 8-14). Froehlich et al. 
requires the use of a halogenated solvent and antistatic agents in their cleaning composition 
(see discussion presented by Applicants in specification on page 6, lines 17-23). With regard 
to Moore et al.p this reference requires the use of a sulfonated, colorless dye site blocker in the 
cleaning composition (see discussion presented by Applicants in specification on page 5, lines 
5-8). The claims of the instant invention do not include the incorporation of siloxanes, 
halogenated solvents, antistatic agents, or sulfonated coloriess dye site blockers. 
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Additionafly. with regard to factual evidence showing the problems associated with the prior art, 
Applicants provide a discussion of Kasprzak. Froehlich, and Moore in the specification. 



With regard to Kasprzak, Applicants state (page 7» lines 8-14): 



US Patent No. 4,685,930 to Kasprzak describes a cleaning method of applying liquid 
cyclic siloxane solvents to soiled textiles and then removing the solvents and dirt by 
blotting with absorbent paper towels. Alternatively, a solid mixture of cyclic siloxane 
solvent and an absorbent material selected from mineral particulates, organic 
particulates, and synthetic porous polymers may be applied to the soiled textile and 
subsequently removed by brushing or vacuuming. Method claims directed to absorbent 
particles are limited to cyclic siloxane solvents and stains derived from oil, grease^ or 
sebum. 



With regard to Froehlich, Applicants state (page 6, lines 17-23): 



US Patent No, 3,910,848 to Frc>ehlich et al. discloses a cleaning formulation that 
comprises a halogenated solvent and urea formaldehyde polymer particles as major 
components. The composition further contains small amounts of an antistatic agent and 
an anti-settling agent and optionally, a chlorofluorinated propellent for aerosol 
applications. The high liquid density of the halogenated solvent helps to suspend the 
particles but its human and ecological impact make it undesirable for consumer use. 
The reference fails to recommend or suggest the use of water as a solvent. 



With regard to Moore, Applicants state (page 5, lines 5-8): 



US Patent No. 4,908,149 to Moore, et al. discloses improved carpet cleaning 
compositions that include acid dye stain blocker additives. These compositions range 
from particle free solutions to dry-type powders with a minimum of 30% solid particle 
content. 



Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that there is no motivation provided by the Examiner 
to combine these four references, eliminate required components taught by those references, 
and create the method of cleaning a textile substrate as recited by the instant claims. The 
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Examiner has not shown that some objection teaching or suggestion in the applied prior art, or 
knowledge generajly available in the art, would have led one of ordinary skill in the art to 
combine the references and arrive at the claimed invention. Pro-Mold & Tool Co. v. Great 
Lakes Plastics, Inc, 745 F.3d 1568, 1573. 37 USPQ2d 1626, 1629 (Fed. Cir. 1996). To the 
contrary, the only place one can find such a suggestion is In the Applicants' spedfication. Thus, 
Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner has relied upon impenmissible hindsight 
reconstmction in making the detemnination of obviousness. 

In re Fritch, 972 F.2d 1260. 1266, 23 USPQ2d 1780, 1784 {Fed Cir. 1992) states that "It is 
impermissible to use the claimed invention as an instruction manual or 'template' to piece 
together the teachings of the prior art so that the claimed invention is rendered obvious." 
Further case law states that one cannot use hindsight reconstruction to pick and choose among 
isolated disclosures in the prior art to deprecate the claimed invention. See In re Fine, 837 
F.2d 1071, 1075, 5 USPQ2d 1596, 1600 (Fed. Cir, 1988). Applicants respectfully believe that 
the Examiner has chosen the available limitations taught by the combination of four references 
- Wang et al. in view of Kasprzak and Froehlich and further in view of Moore et al. - and 
asserted the theory that all other limitations are merely an obvious variation of those references. 

In re Vaeck, 947 F,2d488, 20 USPQ2d 1438 (Fed, Cir, 1991) states that "The teaching or 
suggestion to make the claimed combination and the reasonable expectation of success must 
both be found In the prior art, and not based on Applicant's disclosure," Applicants respectfully 
submit that there is no reasonable expectation of success In making the claimed combination 
from the teachings of the prior art when the prior art teachings include many other required 
components in their cleaning compositions. What motivation is provided to remove those 
components and arrive at the cleaning composition of the Instant claims? Applicants 
respectfully submit that there is none. 

Thus. Applicants respectfully contend that this rejection, therefore, is improper and respectRilly 
requests that the rejection of claims 1. 2, 8-12. 18-22. 28-32 and 38-40 over Wang et al. in view 
of Kasprzak and Froehlich et al. and further in view of Moore et al., be withdrawn. 
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Claims 3-7, 13-17, 23-27, 33-37 and 41-46 were rejected under 35 USC §103 (a) as being 
unpatentable over Wang et al. (USPN 6.953,299) in view of Kasprzak (USPN 4,685,930) and 
Froehllch et al. (USPN 3.910,848) and of Moore et aL (USPN 4,908,149) and further in view of 
shopleLcom (http://www.biochenr».ucl.ac.uk/bsnri/enzymes/ec3/ec01te^ and 
Hoxie (USPN 3,184,781). 

The Examiner submits that the prior art of Wang, Kasprzak, Froehlich, and Moore fail to teach 
dispensing containers with removable caps, synthetic applicator tips made of bristles or foam 
with openings and volumes of less than 1 gallon. The secondary reference of shoplet.com is 
included to demonstrate that carpet cleaners are cun-ently on the market and are conventionally 
sold in aerosol cans with detachable caps, nozzles with openings, and canisters with a volume 
of less than 1 gallon. Furthenmore, Hoxie is cited by the Examiner to teach attachable heads for 
aerosol cans (col. 1, lines 23-25) which have bristles and sponge foams (col. 3, lines 6-73), 
Thus, the Examiner contends that it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to incorporate the cleaning solutions taught by Wang, Kasprzak, Froehlich and Moore into the 
canisters demonstrated by shoplet.com with the cleaning heads of Hoxie attached for 
dispensing since this is conventionally known in the art to be an effective method for packaging. 

To establish prima f&cie obviousness of a claimed invention, all the claim limitations must be 
taught or suggested by the prior art (MPEP § 2143,03). Applicants respectfully submit that the 
combination of references fall to teach a method of cleaning a textile substrate and a system for 
cleaning textile substrates as presently claimed. Applicants rely on the discussion presented 
above with regard to the impropriety of the rejection based on the combination of Wang et al.. 
Kasprzak et al., Froehlich, and Moore et al. 

Applicants respectfufly submit that the additional teachings provided by shoplet.com and Hoxie 
fail to provide any additional motivation for combining the references and arriving at the 
invention recited in *e instant claims. Accordingly, since the cited art fails to teach the 
limitations as claimed by Applicants in Independent claims 1 and 41, and since all of the other 
rejected claims each depend directly or indirectly from these claims, Applicants respectfully 
submit that the obviousness rejection of claims 3-7, 13-17, 23-27. 33-37 and 41-46 should not 
be maintained. 
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Furthermore, Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner has relied upon impemnissible 
hindsight reconstruction in making the determination of obviousness. In re Fritch, 972 F.2d 
1260, 1266, 23 USPQ2d 1780, 1784 (Fed Cir. 1992) States that "It is impermissible to use the 
claimed invention as an Instmction manual or 'template* to piece together the teachings of the 
prior art so that the claimed invention is rendered obvious." Further case law states that one 
cannot use hindsight reconstruction to pick and choose among isolated disclosures in the prior 
art to deprecate the claimed invention. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 1075, 5 USPQ2d 1596. 
1600 (Fed. Cir. 1988). Applicants respectfully believe that the Examiner has chosen the 
available limitations taught by the combination of six references - Wang et al. in view of 
Kasprzak and Froehllch and Moore et al. and shoplet.com and Hoxie - and asserted the theory 
that all other limitations are merely an obvious variation of those references. 

In re Vaeck, 947 F.2d488. 20 USPQ2d 1438 (Fed. Cir. 1991) states that "The teaching or 
suggestion to make the claimed combination and the reasonable expectation of success must 
both be found in the prior art, and not based on Applicant's disclosure." Applicants respectfully 
submit that there is no reasonable expectation of success in making the claimed combination 
from the teachings of the prior art when the prior art teachings include many other required 
components in their cleaning compositions. What motivation is provided to remove those 
components and arrive at the cleaning composition of the instant claims? Applicants 
respectfully submit that there Is none. 

In light of the discussion pr^ented above, Applicants respectfully contend that this rejection, 
therefore, is improper and respectfully request that the rejection of claims 3-7, 13-17, 23-27, 33- 
37 and 4M6 over Wang et al. in view of Kasprzak and Froehllch et al., further in view of Moore 
et al., and further in view of shoplet.com and Hoxle, be withdrawn. 
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Conclusion: 



For the reasons set forth above, it is respectfully submitted that all claims now stand in cx>ndition 
for allowance. 

Should any issues remain after consideration of these Amendments and accompanying 
Remarks, the Examiner is invited and encouraged to telephone the undersigned in the hope that 
any such issue may be promptly and satisfactorily resolved. 

In the event that there are additional fees associated with the submission of these papers 
(including extension of time fees), authorization is hereby provided to withdraw such fees from 
Deposit Account No. 04-0500. 



Respectfully requested. 



October 19, 2006 




"BTenda D. Wentz ( / 

Agent for Applicants ^ 
Registration Number: 48.643 
(864) 503-1597 



Milliken & Company 
Legal Department. M-495 
920 Milliken Road 
PO Box 1926 
Spartanburg, SC 29304 
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